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the state could not impair, and that the statute was unconstitutional. Seaboard 
Air Line Ry. Co. v. Railroad Commission of Alabama (1907), — C. C, M. D. 
Ala. — , 1 55 Fed. Rep. 792. 

Foreign corporations have generally been held to be doing business in a 
state by a mere license which the state might revoke or modify at any time. 
The idea of a license is brought out in Doyle v. Ins. Co., 94 U. S. 535 ; Hart- 
ford Ins. Co. v. Perkins, 125 Fed. 502; Manchester Fire Ins. Co. v. Heiriott, 
91 Fed. 711; Niagara Ins. Co. v. Cornell, no Fed. 816; Conn. Mut. Ins. Co. 
v. Spratley, 172 U. S. 602 ; Daggs v. Ins. Co., 136 Mo. 382, 38 S. W. 85 ; Sandel 
v. Ins. Co., 53 S. C. 241, 31 S. E. 230; The Aetna Iron & Steel Co. v. Taylor, 
3 Ohio N. P. 152; State v. Standard Oil Co., 61 Neb. 28, 84 N. W. 413; 
Thompson on Corporations, Vol. 6, § 7877, note 3. There is a recent 
tendency, which the principal case seems to illustrate, of seeing a contract 
relation between the foreign corporation and the state, and deciding that the 
right of remaining in the state has become vested and the corporation may 
not be arbitrarily ousted or have its right impaired. See American Smelting 
& Refining Co. v. Colorado, 204 U. S. 103, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 198; Common- 
wealth v. Mobile & 0. R. Co., 23 Ky. Law Rep. 784, 64 S. W. 451. 

Foreign Corporations — Service of Process on — What Constitutes 
"Doing Business." — A foreign railroad corporation owned the stock and 
controlled the policy of a domestic railroad corporation, and both corporations 
were parts of one railroad system. The foreign corporation sent its trains 
and crews over the tracks of the domestic corporation. The expense of 
management of such trains was borne by the domestic corporation while on 
its tracks. The domestic corporation owned only a small rolling stock and no 
passenger cars. Held, the foreign corporation was not "doing business" in 
the state where the domestic road was incorporated so as to be liable to 
service of process; (the Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Moody dissenting). 
Peterson v. Chicago, R. I. & P. R. Co. (1907), 205 U. S. 364, 27 Sup. Ct. 
Rep. 513- 

This case, perhaps, goes a little farther than similar cases, which hold 
that having traffic arrangements in other states is not "doing business" there. 
Earle v. Chesapeake & O. Ry. Co., 127 Fed. 237; Penn. R. R. Co. v. Rogers, 
52 W. Va. 450, 45 S. E. 300, 62 L. R. A. 178. See also, Com. v. Standard Oil 
Co., 101 Pa. St. 119, and U. S. v. Amer. Bell Teleph. Co., 29 Fed. 17. On 
the general subject of service of process on foreign corporations see 
exhaustive note to Eldred v. Amer. Palace Car Co., 45 C. C. A. 3. Thompson, 
Commentaries on Corporations, Vol. 6, § 8034, discusses the relation between 
the parent corporation and a sub-corporation, organized to exploit its business 
in another state. In such a case courts have held that a relation of principal 
and agent exists and make the foreign corporation liable to process. Norton 
v. R. R. Co., 61 Fed. 618; Van Dresser v. Navigation Co., 48 Fed. 202. The 
Supreme Court in the principal case has undoubtedly overruled these last two 
cases and, also, Buie v. Chi., R. I. & P. Ry. Co., 95 Texas 51, 65 S. W. 27, 
55 L. R. A. 861, which decides the relationship between the same two corpor- 
tions is that of principal and agent. The principle which distinguishes a 
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stockholder from the corporation itself clearly governs the principal case. 
See Cook, Corporations, Vol. i, §11; Humphreys v. McKissock, 140 U. S. 
304- 

Foreign Law — Judicial Notice of Law of Another State. — Plaintiff set 
out in his pleadings the law of another state, but failed to prove it. Held, 
the court may proceed on their knowledge of the laws of another state, and it 
is not necessary in that case to prove them. Missouri State Life Ins. Co. v. 
Lovelace (19x17), — Ct. App. Ga. — , 58 S. E. Rep. 93. 

This decision rests on the Georgia Civil Code (1895), §5231, which 
provides : "The public laws of the United States and of the several states 
thereof, as published by authority, shall be judicially recognized without 
proof." This is the first direct decision on this section of the code, but a like 
interpretation was hinted at in Seaboard Air Line Ry. Co. v. Phillips, 117 Ga. 
98, though the same was unnecessary for the decision in that case. The court 
in the principal case cites Herschfeld v. Dexel, 12 Ga. 582, — a case decided 
long before Georgia had a code, — but all that was said there in regard to this 
point was dictum. Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 465, was also noticed in the 
principal case, but the decision in that case rests on Herschfeld v. Dexel. 
But it would seem that Barranger v. Baum, which was decided since the code 
went into effect in Georgia, is authority against the holding in the principal 
case, as the court there said : "It is true ordinarily that whenever it becomes 
necessary for a court of one state, in order to give effect to a public act of 
another, to ascertain what effect it has in that state, the law in that state 
must be proved as a fact." So it can be said the decision in the principal 
case must rest on the above section of the code. It now becomes necessary 
to know what are public laws as "published by authority." It has been held 
that it is published by authority if it purports to have been printed by 
authority of the Governor. Wilt v. Cutter, 38 Mich. 189, or by authority of 
the General Assembly, Vaughn v. Griffith, 16 Ind. 353; or when it purports 
to have been printed by the state, Paine v. Lake Erie Ry. Co., 31 Ind. 283 ; or 
when it purports to have been published by authority of a certain statute 
which is fully set out, Falls v. U. S. Savings Co., 97 Ala. 417. It is not 
enough, that the statute purports to be printed by authority, but does not say 
what authority. MerriHeld v. Robbins, 8 Gray (Mass.) 150; contra, Edmonds 
v. State, 79 Ala. 48. 

Innkeepers — Property Subject to Lien. — A guest at an inn placed in her 
rooms a piano, purchased under a contract of sale, reserving the title in the 
vendor until the price had been paid. Held, the inn-keeper was entitled to 
hold the piano as against the owner, to satisfy unpaid charges for entertain- 
ment. Horace Waters & Co. v. Gerard (1907), 189 N. Y. 302, 82 N. E. 
Rep. 143. 

A state statute giving the inn-keeper a lien upon the property of third 
persons rightfully in the possession of the guest, is held to be merely declara- 
tory of the common law and not to extend the inn-keeper's lien. The 
constitution of New York, adopted in 1777, ordains that the common law 



